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© Bur did expect to find in ſuch Remains as I ſaw, the 


wen paſs as granted by me; and therefore 1 


footſteps of hat you alledged; and thought there cou'd 
be no Neof of he dont pfactice you pretended, if 
chey afforded me none of its being any practice at all. 


For chis reaſon I ſearched from 1529, downward to 
1562, including Ten Convocations, but cou'd find no 
remains or mention of any ſuch Parliament-Writ, tho 

- the beginnings of all but one are carefully preſerved; 
therefore I thought I might be juſtified in ſaying in my 
firſt Letter, that fo far, as yet, appear d to 1562, your 


A ert ion was Fictitious: Nor do I find even yet that you 


| N to ny ſuch Entries within this Period: And 


rcher than that, I did not carry the Charge, reſerving 
my ſelf expreſly in that place for what might appear 
from your Extracts; which fhou'd have hindred 
from repreſenting me as calling your Afſertion Fititious 


upon the whole; and after you had produced the Facts 


upon which you did ground it. 


Theſe Facts I confidered in my Second Letter, and 
with your leave will examin them again in Reply to your 


Third. 


But before I enter upon them, I muſt take the liber- 


ty to obſerve, That you do unfairly repreſent p. 3. c. 1. 


your firſt Aſſertion which was poſitive; as if it affirm'd 


na more, than that in the Fragments and Accounts of 
hoe Ads caſually handed down to us, there are ſo many Me- 


#:9randums preſerved' of the Entry of ſuch Writs, as will 
enable us under our preſent want of Records to build a Ge- 
eral Preſumption and - Proof upon them. Let any one 
compare this with the words of rhe firſt Letter, which 


follow, and ſay whether it be a juſt account of them; in 


my poor Opinion being enabled ro Build a General Pre- 
fumption of a Cuſtom, falls very ſhore of being able to 
Aſſert a conſtant practice ſo ſolemnly as you do; but you 
have a liberty, or at leaſt you take it, of putting what 

uction you pleaſe on your own as well as other 
Mens words: I deſire mine fhou'd be always taken in 
the moſt obvious and natural Senſe ; and I will uſe as 
plain ones as ever I can in this Letter, not caring whe- 
ther there be any artful turn in them or no. 

You pretend even yet to bring bur Seven inſtances 
from this Province, to prove your conſtant practice for 
x70 Years, and all thoſe are within the compaſs of 55 
Years,having no Countenance from the 40 foregoing, or 
the 75 following Years ; or from rhe five Convocations 


you refer to upon another account within your own Pe- 


riod, but a great deal in all to take off their force; and 
therefore were theſe few Inſtances of a clearer ſignifica- 
tion than they are, I think they wou'd not enable us to 


build even ſo much as a General Preſumpt ion upon them of 


4 Cuſtom to enter the Parliament-Writ in the Front of the 
Mels of every Synod as well as tbe Provincial, when the 
Provincial does always appear at large, or by expreſs 
xeference to ir. | ; 

But that I any not ſeem to evade the force of your 
Mſtances; I will conſider them particularly again in 


cheir order of time. 


The Tuo Firſt are in 1371, and 1572, Hor theſe you 
bring no expreſs Atteſtation, but are willing to have 


"Ii 5 
return take it alſo for 2 that you have no other 
affords. a 


Proofs of theſe Two, than what the Book I referr'd to 


If this be ſo, as it is . appears, 


1 muſt repeat and enforce what 1 ſaid in b 


Letters to ſhew, That the Preſervation of the Entry of 
theſe Writs, did not make for e as IL ſtill 
chink they do not, after all you ve ſaid to make your 
Friend believe that they do. ; 

I had urged in my Firſt Letter, That the Writ of 
Summons of the Archbiſhop to Parliament, preferved 
at the end of the Tranſcript of the Acts of Convoca- 
tion 1562, cou'd not help to ſu your Aſſertion, 
becauſe ir was ſeveral Years after that Comvocation, and 


ſtood among other Inſtruments that had no relation to 


the Convccation at all. Upon this you inſult my Ignorance, 


as not being aware that the Regiſter-Book of the Upper- 


Houſe . from whence theſe Extracls were taken extended to 
the Tear 1584; . and tho therefore the Extracter flopt his 
Tranſcript or Abridgement of the As at the Synod ß 
1562 ; yet he might copy Forms from the ſucceeding Four- 
nals of 1571, and 1572, as indeed he appears to have 
done, 3 3 5 . 

In Anſwer to this, I think I may without prerendi 
to much skill in Eecleſiaſtical me e ſay, That I wer 
ther did, nor cd ſupp>ſe, but that rhe Upper-Houſe 
Regiſter went on as long as the buſineſs of it did; not- 
withſtanding which it does not yet appear to me, That 
what we find in this Tranſcript was all taken from the 
Upper-Houſe Regiſter, I think I can ſhew it was not. 

I can much eafier allow what you ſay, c. 2. That the 
Tranſcriber's deſign ſeems to have been after finiſhing the 


Acts of 1562, to e with a Copy of the jeveral 


chief Forms, that iſſuedto, or from the Archbiſhop inrelation 
either to the Convocation or Parliament; and that theſe 
Forms, as you fay, a little before were lodged in t 

Archbifhop's Regiſtry : But it is not therefore reaſonable 
to ſuppoſe, as you preſently do, that all theſe Forms were 


enter d at that time in the Regiſters of Convecation:For the 


Archbiſhop's Regiſlry takes in a great deal more than the 
Regiſters of Convocation ; and ſo may afford many Forms, 
which thoſe particular Regiſters of Convocation do not. 

The Commiffion to the Archbiſhop, and other 
Temporal Lords ro prorogue the Parliament in the 
Qreen's Name, which I mention'd in my firſt Letter, 
with the inadverrence of putting it in the King's, 
was, for onght I know, entred in the Regiſtry of tlie 
Archbi hop, he being firſt in the Commiſſion; but 1 


cannot yet conceive how it ſhou'd come to be entred 


in the Convocation- Book; I am ſure your reaſon for it's 
being ſo, from the Convocation being bound to attend the 
Parliament, according to the Tenor of the Parliament-Writ 
to the Lower-Clergy, is not a g0:d one, as it begs the 


Queſtien, which is to be proved from the unqueſtionable 


Entry of Parliament -Writs in proper Convocat ion-Recorde, 
fo as to ſhew them entred with that very deſign, You 
are indeed a little tender in your Inference here, and 
fay only, that there fore the Inſtruments and Writs pro 
rogting the Parliament, did in SOME MEASURE 


m—-xe/ate-#0 the Convocationalſo. This truly is gentle enough; 
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for if the Clergy meet in Symd in virtue of the Parliame 

4 well as Provincial. rit; I ſnoud think Writs Pro- 
| N the Parliament, wou d in a very great Meaſure 

| the Convocation alſo. But you know the Com- 
miffion above was to Empower others to prorogue 
che Parſiament, 17. in number, of which three only 
were Biſhops and any three of them all had the Power 
to prorogue ; and in the expreſs recital of all the 

| Perioas whom the Queen required to obey them in the 
Execution of this Cammiffion, no mention is made of 
che Inferiour Clergy, tho all the other Members of 


che Parliament are named, which I think does ſuffi- 


ciently ſhew that this Commiſſion had no Relation to 
the Inferiour Clergy in Synod; as I ſhall proceed farther 
to ſhew that thoſe to the Archbiſhop notifiying the Pro- 

tion of the Parliament had not. 

here are two of theſe Writs in this Bock, tho you 
- ſeem aware of but one, and they follow one upon the 
Fcot of the other. The firſt is Teſted 28 days before 
the Commiſſion laſt ſpoken of, and ſignifys the Queen's 
Intention to prorogue the Parliament at that 28 days 
end, which did at the Date of this Writ fland alread 
 provogued as the Convocation had been ; ſo that here is 
neither Parliament nor Convocation fitting, to found 
your Conjecture of the deſign of this Writ; the only 
one you can poſſibly imagine, viz. that the Archbiſhop 
might diſmiſs the Premoniſhed Clergy. Let the Writ 
fpeak for ir ſelf, it acquaints the Archbiſhop April 2. 
with the Queen's Intentions to . the Parliament, 
which ſtood prorogued to the 3orh, from that zoth 
day to the grh, October following to the end he 
might be exonerated from appearing on that day: 


nor is there the leaſt reſpect had ro any as — 
is 


to appear with him according to the Tenour o 
firſt Writ of Summons to Parliament: but there is 
another Writ to him teſted April 9. ſignity ing the 
Queens Intentions of having the Convocation, hi ch 
then ſtood prorogued from the ſixth of Offober in 
the foregoing Year, to the firſt of May following, 
ſtill farther prorogued to the th of Offober enſuing, 
and requiring the Archbiſhop ſo to prorogue it on 
that iſt of May when it came. 8 
Theſe two Writs are reſpectively repeated for 
the farther exoneration of the Archbi ſhop's appearing 
in Parliament, and the farrher Prorogation of the 
Convocaticn from O#oter the time laſt fixed, to the 
Feb. following: And the Writ which immediately 
follows theſe, is the Writ to the Archbiſnop to 
come to Parliament in 1571, at the end of which 


is this note, ſimilis ſummonitio emanavit, 1572; then 


follows a Writ for ſummoning the Convocarion 1571, 
with the like note of another Writ for the ſame 
purpoſe, 1572. the next thing is a Memorandum of 
che Subfi 


written to Archbiſhop Peckham, as tis ſaid, near 300 
Years before, with Obſervations upon it; after this 
an od Order about the Convocation, with a Memo- 


7 


# > | e 
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improbable ar leaft, that the Tranſcriber ſhou'd Wes, - 


dy preſented in 1566, then follows the Writ | 
for the Convocation in 1586, and after this rhe Writ 
diſſolving che Convocarion in 1566, then comes a Letter 


our your one Parliament Writ, and the mention of 
the Iſuing only, not the entry of another, from the Con- 
vocation-Book ; when rhe Inſtruments and things here 


re are of ſuch different natures, and relate to. 


h diſtant periods, and do not ſtand in any order 
of time. If I add to this, that ſo many raſuments 
are omirttd which you ſuppoſe to have been in the 
Regiſter before him, and fome are tranſcribed that 
cou'd not be taken from that Book, which began after, 
and according to you ended before them; I may 
be pretty ſure you cannot prove from this Tranſcript 
char the Parliament Writ to the Archbiſhop, 1571, 
was enter d in the ſront of the As of the Snad of this 


Tear; much leſs can you fav, I allow it was fo. 


Had it been alſo in Archbiſhop. Parker's Book at 
his College; yet ſtanding alone without the Acts of 
the Synod, it wou'd not have ſerved the purpoſe at 
all, which was all I urged ; and plain enough, I ſhould 
think, rho* you pafs it off, as not conceiving what I 
cou'd mean by it: Had it appear d any where elſe in 
rhe front of the Acts, its being authentically preſerved 


there without them, had been of no weight, i confeſs; 


bur I apprehend I was miſtaken in ſuppoſing it to be 
there ar all, from its lying before me among other 


Inſtruments that were; which being an Errour on the 


right Hand, will I hope be forgiven, as I was conſidering 
what cou'd be gather'd from any appearance of it 
remaining, deſiring ro conceal. nothing I found. You. 
will however take it for granted that theſe Writs 
were emred, as you ſaid; to fave the trouble of pro- 
ducing an Atteſtation for 1571, and 1572, as you do 


for rhe five following Inſtances. Now I think you 
bog 


ſhou'd have given all your ſeven Inſtances an equal 

port, having ſaid they were plain and full in the Caſe, 
2 Let. and you ſeem fo ſenſible of the Expectation 
of this, that you endeavour to make up this defect 
by producing Mr. Rows to. atteſt, that he has ſeen other 
Extras made, AS HE BELIEVES, from the Original” 
Journals of the Upper Houſe of two Convacat ions, 1571, 
1572. containnig an account of many things done in thoſe 
two Convocations, Seſſion by Seſſim, from April 1571 to 
April 1583. Here Mr. Rous certifys not only what he 


has ſeen, but alfo what he believes, which is going be- 


yond the Bounds of a Witneſs, the only Character you 
allow to a Notary; and 1 97 he may be wrong in 
his Judgment, without the loſs of his Integrity; ſo that 1 


may Queſtion one withour impeaching the other. He may 
be oil miſtaken in believing the Fxrradts he ſaw 3 

made from the Original Journals of the Upper Houſe of 
thoſe two Convocations, and then his Teſtimony ſignifys 


nothing; but allowing him in ſo ſolemn an Act to conje- 


chire aright, how do theſe Extracts prove the entry of the 


Parliament Writ, when nothing appears of that in the 
Extracts themfelves? as I take it for granted there 


dos not, becauſe you do not pretend it; but are can- 
tented to produce five Inſtances only, wherein there 
is any expreſs mention in the Extracts of che Parlia - 


«6-2 mient- 
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ment Writ in the Front of the Synod with which it 
concurd: and theſe I will now proceed to examin. 

Here again we find Mr, Rous atteſting his belief 
that the Extra#s he peruſed were taken from the As 
of the Upper Houſe of Convocation, tho' he gives us the 
Title of the Extracts with an gyc. I hope he ſaw it 


full enough to remove from him all reaſonable doubt 


of the Extracts being made in part, from any other 
Regiſter than that of Convocation properly ſpeaking, or 
elſe he ſhould not have told us what he believed, in 
fo formal a way; bur ſince it is only belief, I who have 
not ſeen either the Title or Extracts may have leave to 
ſuſpend, eſpecially having ſomething to offer that 
will, I think, make it probable ar leaſt that the Regiſter 
to which theſe Extracts refer was not a meer Convo- 
cation Book, but had ſeveral things in it, not belonging 
to that. 6 


My. Reaſon is taken from the great number of Pages 


in the Regiſter referr'd to, between the mention of 
one Convocarion and another, more than can be well. 
ſuppoſed to be filled with the A#s of Convocation, 
eſpecially when little was done. As for Inftance, from. 
the laſt Inſtrument you refer to in 1620, to the firſt 
of: 1623, there are 28 Pages, when little was done; 
bur: continuing in Form. for 34 Seffions; and the for- 
mality of the firſt Seſſion, with the Liſt of both 
Houſes and the 3. Inſtruments you referr to, are all 
enter d in 8 Pages. : 2 
This may I hope warrant m ns the 

certainty of what Mr Rous does only believe, till I ſee 
more Reaſon to be of his Mind; But the publiſhing 
chefe Extracts might for dught I know be a means to 
convince me and ſatisfy others thus far, if. the Extracts. 
af the Acts themſelves do ſo refer to the Pages of 
the Regiſter as to take off my Surmiſe. I. 

But not to infiſt upon this, how comes it to paſs 
that in your Book of Extracts there is no mention of any 

Parliament. Writ from 1584, till 1614; where fix 


o 


of fur Importance as the Licenſe cou'd not have | 
the pen of the Abridger, as the Dr, infers, I think I may 
as fully conclude, that a Form upon which fay. 
they met, and which you make the Foundation of their 


Privileges, cou'd have as little eſcaped, had it appear'd 


in the Regiſter it ſelf; And yet it did eſcape, not 
only in this Convocation too, — for all that appears 
in the four next which ſucceſſively follow. 

This being fo, I ſee no Reaſon for your triumphant 
appeal, upon the preducing Mr. Rous's Authority, 
whether theſe Parliament-Writs were not recorded in t 


Journals of Convocation, EXACTLY in the manner which 


you have deſcribed; you ſhou'd have ſaid in the man- 
ner you had deſcribed, for that was what your At- 
teſtation was brought to ſupport; and then I muſt. 
tell you, you have not proved n your Atteſtation 
all you can ask) that they were ſo entred, i. e. in 
the very Front of the Synodical As : for your two 
firſt Convocations are not ſo atteſted; and if your 


whole number of 7 in more then 20 Convocations 


had been clearly made good, they cou'd not have caſt 
any ſhame upon me, who in neither of my two Letters 
pretended to ſay there neither were nor cou'd be ſuch 


Entrys as you pretended, in Fact; but all along expected 


the fuller proof of what you aſſerted: nor do I find. 


that the other Author you point at pretends to deny 


Convocations preceeded, and Tranſcribers or Extracters, 


are commonly more exact in taking out Forms at the be- 
ginning, than when they come to have been often repea- 
ted? Upon this I hope I may ground a Preſumption there 
were none in the Regiſter of Convocation before him: 


for ſure I may take ir for granted your Extracts refer to 


none but thoſe you have mention d; at leaſt that there is 
no Parliament · Wit attending thoſe five other Convoca- 
tions, of which you produce the previous Inſtruments 
upon another account. Jou are wholly ſilent as to the 
@onyocarions of 1584, and 1586, which is the more 
to be obſerved becauſe they are the two firſt in the 
Book from which the Extracts pretend to be taken, and. 
therefore were leaſt like to be entred, without all the 
Inſtruments that were conceived to belong to them. 
Nut Lhad more Reaſ>n than ordinary to expect the 
entry of this Writ in 1585, becauſe Dr. 4. 
y 662, Addend, That: the_ Abridgment. he. has of. the 
As of this Convocation, is full and particular, giving: 
am account. of them, and of the -INST RUMENTS. con-- 


bind. there, day ty day, and leaf by leaf; and if. a Form. 


fa s. 


did ſo, which wou d 


the poſſibility of ſuch an Entry, in more than one 
Convocation ; ſo that you have much miſrepreſented us 
both, me in making me deny what I had nor deny'd, 
and him in carrying his denyal beyond what ir really. 
was. And therefore, you might very well have forborn 
Exaggeration much ſooner than you did, unleſs you. 
had found a juſter ground of . Complaint, than our 
not paying aRegard to your Evidence before it appear'd. . 


I have conſider d it now under all the advantage you. 


give ir, and find two of your 7 Witneſſeſs our of. 
the way; what the Reſt ſay, amounts. to but little, as. 
1 ſhall: now ſnew in defence of what I urged be- 


fore hand to weaken your Inference from them. 


My wonderſul Penetration, and manner. of reaſo- 
ning did not make me ſay ſuch Entrys were im 
poſſible in Fact, becauſe the Titles and Acts of the 
Synods were fl 
Entrys if. they were, cou'd. not undoubtedly 
that the Clergy. „ eee in Synod, met m leſs. 
in uirtue of the Parliament than Provincial Writ, when 
no notice was taken of that in the Acts, where. 


lent a about them; but I. ſaid ſuch. 


| 


the Provincial was always refer d to, as the ſingle Royal 


Authority by. which the Convocation aſſembled. And 
therefore the Conſequence of the Certificatorium's not 
being entred in the front of the Acts, becauſe the 


Convocation was not ſaid to be aſſembled by the 


Authority of it, is a piece of Logick you may keep 


to your ſelf. No body that I ever heard of pretended 


that the Convocation aſſembled by virtue of the Cer- 


tificatorium, but you did pretend the Clergy. in Synod © + 
met in virtue of the. Parliament-Wyrit, and that that 
8 Ade to ſhew they.. 
Expectation of any 
Man:; 


Writ was entred in the. Front 
juſtify 


* 
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to find che mention of it, in the Title or Acts: 
Per fn my Head is ſo turned, that I do not 
know how to find the Relation of ſuch a previous 


and impowering Inſtrument to ſubſequent Acts, but 


from ſome Reference in the Acts to it: But you 
wonder I cou'd ever dream of finding it ſpoken of 3 
& the Authority by which the whole Body of the Convo- 
cation Fembled. which conſiſts to this day of ſome Mem- 
bers not menticn'd in that Writ, and of which THE 
MUCH LARGER HALF was for ſome part of the 
Period, made up of Perſons no way included init. 
If this be ſo, as I agree with you ir is, how cou d 
ou ſay that the Parliament-Writ was enter d in the 
Front of the. Acts, to ſhew the Clergy then aſſembled in 
Synod met in virtue of it 2 Was not this mare Raſh- 


neſs in you to aſſert, than dreaming in me to look 


for the Grounds: of the Aſſertion where they ought 
to be found? Eut perhaps in your Copy it was only 


to ſhew that ſome of the Clergy that aſſembled 
in Synod were come. ro Town upon the Parliament- . 


Writ ; pray recollect with your ſelf whether it might 
not be ſo, and the Compoſitor vary it to what we find 


it at preſent, thro' an Inadvertence you have recourſe 


to upon another occaſion: for methinks you bring it 
to ſomething like this in your third Letter, 5, 5. c. 2. 
"Tis an undoubted Truth to ſay the Clergy meeting, in 


Parliament time, meet by virtue of the ſeveral Parlia- 


ment Writs to the Biſhops.” Now if this was ſo, it wou'd 
not come up to the former Afﬀertion, becauſe the 


Clergy meeting in Parliament time, and meeting in Synod, 


are two very different things; but neither cou'd it be 
faid of all the Clergy meeting in Parliament time, that 
they met by the ſeveral Wrics to the Bithop's for the Rea- 


fons which you have ſer out; and conſequently it cou d 


' * _ 7 Hot be ſaid of all the Convocation Clergy ih 1558; 


way of diſproving t 
y obſerving that it was not cuſtomary to enter even the 


much leſs cou'd they ſay they met in Conyocation 
by that Writ, as you ſeem to infiſt ; ſince you own 
even here where you ſpeak of their ſa thus of 
themſelves, that a Provincial Aſſembly cannot properly 
be ſaid in its Acts to meet by any Authority but that 
of the Provincial Summons, which at once convenes the 


whole Body, and is alone commenſurate to the Perſons com- 
Poſing it. ö 


This being ſo, as uſeleſs a5 my pains were;.. I think 


I they have ſhewn from the conſtant Style of the Acts, 


that the Parliament-Mrit cou'd not be enter'd together 
with the Convocation-Nrit in the Font of the Ads, to 
ſhew the Clergy aſſembled in Synod met no leſs in virtue 
of one than of the other. | | | 
The next thing 4 pretend. to expoſe is my pleaſant 
Entry of the Parliament-Writ, viz. 


Convocat ion-Writ by it ſelf, but as incloſed in ſome other 
Inſirument. Now give me leave to ſay, I did not pre- 
tend to diſprove your Entry of the Parliament-Wrirt by 
this Obſervation; but I had before ſhewn that there 
remain'd upon the Tor Book one entire Parliament- 
Writ only, and a piece of another, without any refe- 
rence had to either of them, in the Acts of thoſe two 


Convocations; from whence I concluded it .cou'd.nor . 
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date or Certificatorium upon it. If you or any one elſe - ' 


appear from that Book, that ir was the conſtant practise 
to enter ſuch Wrirs there for the end you aſſign d. Ha: _ 
ving done this, I made a ſhort Obſervation, as it came A 


in my way, of the probable reaſon of the Convocation- ua. 
Writs being enter d there in the manner they were; ©” 
the Entry of ſuch Writs in this Province being as far „ 
as I had then ſeen or heard in a different way. And 1 1 " 2 
will appeal to any Man, whether all the Pomp of your ten N 
Atteſtations need have been ſhewn with ſuch triumph / E 
upon ſuch an Occaſion. They are all taken from Ex-- = 
tracts I had no Opportunity of conſulting, and you do "4 
not produce even this Evidence for your two Con- 
vocations of 1584 and 1586. . | 

Now be the Authority of theſe Extracts never ſo 
great and concluſive in this queſtion of Form, I had 
reaſon to believe from all I had ſeen before and after 
this time, that it was not uſual to enter the Convoca-- 
tion-Writ here, as it was done at Tork, where there was -» 
a particular reaſon for it, from the different manner of 
execyting, which different manner you do not deny. 

Noͤr will aer ten Evidences, preſerved as they are, . 
prove it cuſtomary to enter the Convocation-Writ in 
this Province diſtinctly, againſt the Silence of larger Ex- 
tracts, at leaſt, of more Convocations, the Tenor of the 
Forma tenendi, and the two Convocations 4. 1640, in 
both which the Convocation · Writ is enter'd in the man- 
ner I ſaid and no other; but I did not aſſert in general, 
as you miſ-repreſent me, p. 7. c. 1. That the Provincial - 
Writ was not otherwiſe enter d than as part of the Man- 


— 


will be at the pains of returning to my firſt Letter p. 6. 


they will find that ſpoken witli particular reſpect to the 


Convocation of 1562, compared with the Forma tenendi - 


made about the ſame time. | 


And as much as you pity my Weakneſs upon this oc 
cafion, you have ſaid nothing to alter my Thoughts. 
bur that if the Entry of the Provincial-Wrir by it ſelf; . 
much more that of the Parliament, had been reputed 
n according to cuſtom; this Forma wou'd have 
directed the Exhibition of them. For if it was fram d, 
as you ſay, only to adjuſt the Ceremony, and Solemnities 
of opening the Convocation ſo far as the Archbiſhop was 
concern'd in them, and did at the ſame time require the - 
Exhibition of the Mandate and CHtificatorium, in bot 
which the Provincial-Wrir was included; I cannot help - 
thinking ſtill, after all your Contempt, that it won'd ! 
have alſo requir'd the Exhibition of the Writ by it ſelf; 
had the Entry of it in the other two Inſtruments only, 
imply d ſo great an Indignity to the Crown as you ſay, p. 7: , | 
c. 1: becauſe I conceive the Archbiſhop to be greatly cons - if 
cerned that no ſuch Indignity paſs at the opening of ; the - 
Convocation by bim. And had Archbiſhop Laud appre» : 4 
hended ſuch diſtinct Entry of the Provincial Writ to be - 8 
neceſſary to avoid ſuch an Indignity, he wou d have ta - | 
ken care for it in his two Convocation Books, and not 
have permitted his own Mandate to be enter d alone. 

To this J may now add the Convocation Book of 
wo which has no other Inſtrument prefixed to its 
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part in the Convocation's Meeti 


general Reaſonings. Iam now, if I can, to 
my particular Reflect ions which you ſay are every way as ex- 


And therefore I am nor Tolicirons about the effect of 


your kind Inſinuation of my having no. regard to the 


in wy eng bur ſuppoſes ir as you rightly fay in 
your third, and as I ſufficiently intimared, by making 
it require the Exhibition of two Inſtruments, in both 
which the King's Provincial - Writ was recited as the 
chief Authority on which they aſſemblet. 
This Authority is alſo ond in the Titles of 
the Acts of all Convocations, and theſe Acts we 
have entire in 1554, 1562, 1640, 1661, tho' in the 
two firſt of theſe, the previous Inſtruments do not 


appear as I never pretended they did, but in the 


other they do in the manner I mention d. Upon 
which account a great deal of your pains on this point 
might well have been ſpared, as rhe Entry of the 
Provincial-Wric was by it ſelf never deny'd, but que- 


ſtion d on the Preſumptions above, and no ſtreſs 
of — depended upon it. For had the Par- 


vament Writ which was the matter bel us, been 
in the leaſt referr d to in any of the Titles or Acts of 
che Synod, as the Provincial conſtantly was, we ſhou d 


have had no Words about the Entry of either; but not 


che leaſt notice being ever ſo taken of che Parliament- 
Writ, nothing leſs than ſuch a regular and unexceptiona- 
ble Entry of it, as carried the Evidence of that Deſign, 
which you affirm, of its being ſo enter d along with it; 
can be fairly admitted as à proof of your poſitive Aſſer- 
tion: And {ich Entry muſt have born — 
lar mark of its 2 — the 3 _ _ 

e Entry it ſelf, to let in that Writ to y 
che bare it ſelf, to 5 
both * Acts and the Opening of the Convocation are 

gainit 14. 5 16 73 £ A 

W otic the Forma tenendi does not exclude but ſup- 


poſe the Pravincial-Writ for rhe recital of which it 


provides; yet it certainly excludes that for the Par- 
8 not only by having no Reference to it, but by 
accounting the whole Body of Convecation, Biſhops and 


Clergy, to be ſummoned by the Archbiſhop's Authori- 
ty, which can be only under the Provincial-Wrir, no 
other impowering him to call all the Clergy together: 


and this doing it ſo as to leave a proper Authority in 
kim, without an Prejudice to the Crown; which is very 
far from being er rd;, as you wou d inſinuate, 
dy, any. Right aſſerted to the Archbiſhop+:or by the 
Aﬀertars of any ſuch Rigb rere. 
And thus I have conſider d all the Exceptions, 
which I am aware of your making to what ber my 
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traordinary. Ler us ſte how extraordinary they are. 
You pretend to expoſe me p. 8. c. 2. ee 
K. J. Letters Parents confirming the Canons of 1604, 
in Bar bf what your publick Notary affirms from the 
Extracts of 1614. This indeed is very extraordinary, 
when in the place you refer to 1 ſaid 1 had nothin 
certain to offer to your rext Year 1614, but wou 
make you amends by taking notice of the Confirmation 
of the Canons in 1604, which referr'd only to the 
Provincial Mrit; and as great a Jeſt as you Wat you 
have made of the Argument taken from that Confirma- 
tion, I am apt to think you wou'd have given it a 
more ſerious Anſwer, if you cou'd have truly taken 
off the Force of it: but Wit too often uſurps the 
place of good Senſe. | | 
I did not pretend, as you divertingly put ir, that 
the mention of the ſingle Provincial - Writ in 1604 prov'd 
there cou'd be no Entry of the Parliament-Writ in 
1614; much lefs had I any thing to do with your 
Norary then. But for all his Arteſtation, I ſtill think 
(and you have ſaid nothing here to make me or 
one elle think otherwiſe) that the King's addreſſing 
himſelt to the Convocation upon ſuch an Occaſion, as 
aſſembled only by the Provincial-Writ, is a good Ar- 


gument, that the Parliament-Writ did not uſe to be 


enter d, to ſhew the Clergy aſſembled in Synod, met as 
much in virtue of that as the other. And therefore 
without ſuppoſing any Magick in the black Letter, I 
am apt to believe there is ſuch a Charm if you will 
have it fo, in the ſingle Word Writ twice memiond 
in this Confirmation, as you will not be able to work 


off, had you more Atteſtations to call in to your - 


help. | 5 
For more occaſional Preſervations of the Archbiſhop's 
Parliament-Writ even in the Books of Convocation, 
than you have produced, were alſo clearer than 
yours, would not be half the Proof of their bei 
enter d there as belonging to them; which the Ki 
Letters Patents to the Convocation about the ſame 
time, referring only to the Provincial Writ afford, to 
aſſure us that they da not. ; 
If I add here, that all the Writs for Prorogation 
directed to the Archbiſhop, and requiring him to 
prorogue Convocation, rake no other notice of it 
than aſſembled in virtue of rhe Writ to the Archbi- 
ſhop for ſummoning rhe Clergy of his Province, it 
will confirm the Argument taken from the other In- 
ſtruments of the ſame Tenor. | 
And as thoſe I particularly mention d with Relation 
to the Convocation, 1604, ſhew'd the King to loak 
on it as meeting only under his Provincial-Writ : ſo 
does his yielding to the Commons ar this time refuſing 
to treat with the Biſhops in any other Capacity than 
that of Lords of Parliament, upon an attempt then 


made to Intereſt the Covocation in the Parliament, 


ſhew char the giving the Convocation ſuch a parlia- 
mentary Relation as you wou'd have, was a Doctrine 
that wou'd not go down at that time; nor was it 


gnod thonght to be juſtly inferr d from the Pra munientes 


Writ: and yet had that Writ been entred, as you 


nd to ſhew chat Relation, merhinks ir ſhou'd have 
n particularly entred in this firſt Convocation of 
King Fames, when ſome uſe might be made of ir. 
Bur your Extracts refer to no ſuch Entry, as they moſt 
probably would have done had there been any in 
the Regiſter ir ſelf, from whence notice is taken by 
them, of the other Inſtruments relating to this Convo- 
cation: neither do they referr to any ſuch Writ in 
the next of 1610, which farther weakens the Argument 
wou'd draw from what your Extracts ſay in 1614. 
As I went on to the next Year, 1520. I occaſional 
mention'd all I had at hand about it, and did nor 
pretend that an Archiepiſcopal Mandate, deſtroy d your 
pretence; upon which account I had no Occaſion to 
ſearch for more Inſtruments of that kind, as little as 
you ſuppoſe me ſtored with them; {5 that here alſo, 
a great deal of your Civility and good Humour, might 
have been faved for a better Occcaſion, if entertaining 
your Reader had not been more your buſineſs then 
ſetting him right. ; : 

As for my own part, I ſnall freely acknowledge, 
that I am not furniſhed with thoſe Qualities, nor Ma- 
ſter of any of thoſe Talents which you make neceſſa 

for a Man that is made uſe of to write down Truth, and 
the great Intereſts of bis Order; and they who know 
me, know me roo well to employ me in fo wretched 
a work: Bur, I think, a little ſhare of common Rea- 
ſon and common Integrity will ſerve a Man to write 
for Truth, and the plain Intereſt of the Church, and 
ſhall never envy you the Abilities of diſguiſing the one, 
and hurting the other, at the ſame time you pretend 
to aſſert both. f 
You tell us, p. 10. c. 1. that you have given ſeven 
n Inftances of the Entry of the Parliament-Writs 
in the Upper-Houſe Books of the Province, in the Front 
of the Acts of thoſe ſeveral Synods you do or thou'd 
mean; and then you muſt give me leave to put you in 
mind, that you have given but Five, and that one of 
thoſe Parliament -Writs in your own confeſſion is out 
of its place. I muſt alſo beg leave to differ from you 
when you ſay, p. 10. c. 2. That theſe are ſufficient 
to prove, that ſuch Entries were cuſtomary, and conſtant- 
ly made in all the Fournals of Convocat ions ſince the Sta- 
tute of Submiſſion, when we have larger and more 
perfect Extracts of many more Convocations that have 
not the leaſt Footſteps of any ſuch Entries. Which 
makes it much more reaſonabſe to ſay; if your Five 
Inſtances were clear, That then by the inadvertence of 
the Actuary the Parliament Writs to the Archbiſhop 
were acciden: ally entred ; than, that as you ſay in near 
20. Convocations, they were thro' negle&, accidentally 
omitted. . | 
Methinks your Conjecture about the other Extratter's 
copying ſuch Writs as came to hand, paſſing to or from the 
Archbiſhop, might be a ſufficient Account of theſe Five 
Caſes taken out of your Ex tracts, efpecially when the 
Entry you contend tor is only of the Archbiſhop's Par- 
liament-Writ, and cannot draw the other Biſhops Writs 
after it, as you wou'd inſinuate, unleſs the Archbiſhop's 
Writ was cntred with Conſimilia Brevia diriguntur ca- 


ö 


vou 


- 
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teris Epiſcopis, naming the other Biſhops, or ſome o 
them at leaſt, as I ſuppoſe; the Pawns in cke Perr Bag 
you refer me to, do, becauſe I ſind it ſo in ſome Go 
of thoſe Summons in Dngdate, which I had ſeen. 
However, I wou'd excuſe the particular naming of 
the other Biſhops, if I cond ſee in any plain Convo- 
carton-Book the Entry of the Arclibiſhop's Parliament- 
Writ, with a Conſimilia dirigunt ur ceteris; but till then, 
I muſt ask your Pardon, if I cannot think as you wou d 
have me, p. 10. c. 2. That the inferring of the Arch-- 
biſhop's 8 6 Writ in five ſingle Inſtances, without 
any ſuch Nate at the end of it, is as plain an Evidence 
of the Operation and Influence of the Premoniſhing Clanſe 
towards the comvening the Clergy,” (in Convocation yen 
muſt mean,) as if the Writs of every Biſhop of the Pro- - 
_— been Regiſtred along with it: _ do I think 
it what wou d principally have it paſs for, a Teſti- 
mony kind Diſpute, hi 75 Obligation of this Cl 25 4 
mo never either remitted by the Crown, or declined by the 
For your ſuppoſing that particular Clauſe w be the- 
reaſon of the Writ's being found where it is, is wholly- 
precarious ; there is nothing in the Acts of Convocati-- *© 
on, or the Nature of the Thing, to hinder, but that 
the Archbiſhop's Parliament-Writ might have been pre- 
ſerved in the Books of Convocation thoſe five times 
end, tho there had been no Premonithing 
Clauſe in it: Its bare iſſuing to the Archbiſhop at the 
ſame time with his Convocatron-Writ, might have oc-- 
caſion d irs being preſerved with it without any far-- 
ther regard ; and the Premoniſhing Clauſe being in: 
it, cannot prove it was preſerved for that 
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when there is no Reference to it; and when you ow. 


7 * 
the Convocation, flrialy ſpeaking, ſubſiſts by the ſingie 
Provincial Writ : Which is a fair Conceſſion enough, 
if you do not, as you ſhou'd nor intend by it, wholly ” 
to exclude that Authority of the Archbiſhop- in ſum-- 
moning, which he has by the Forma tenendi. 

The proper Proof of the Crown's noc remitting this - 
Clauſe, ihou'd be taken from ſome Interpoſirion on the 
part of the Crown, in rhe Cafes where the Execution 
of it was dropp'd; and the proper Proof of che Cler- 

s nor declining the Obligation of it, oughr to be 

roughr from their conſtant Execution of it, which n 
muſt appear from the Regiſters of the ſeveral Biſhops, | . 
and of the Deans and Chapters, and can never be in- 
ferr d from the bare preſervation of the Archbiſhap's: 

Parliament-Writ five times in 170 Years, even in | 

the front of the Acts of Convocation ;. when for al. NF 
this, ic might poſſibly nor be executed in choſe five <2 
Parliaments, which are fo late as to come within the. | 

time when the Execution of it began to grow into diſ- 
uſe. For, two of theſe Parliaments indeed Dr. 4. in- 
his Addenda, brings proof of the Execution of the Writ 
from one Church, that of Exeter; this Church has yet 
afforded him none that appears for the ewe Parliaments - 
in 1623, and the two in 1625; and the Execution of 
the Writ in one Church, will not prove it a general Pra- 
Rice in all; nor do the Acts of this Church record any + 
Choice but of Perſons to appear — te- 
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the Force of which ſun 


2 ſtand as it did, and wants | 
have yet been able to give it, as much better ſtored than 
your Neighbours as you arc, with things of this Nature. 


( 


the Procuratorial Letters carry, as you tell us, double 


ſuppoſe, from the preceding Forms; 
eee k by degices, Dr. 1 
Mandat of the Biſhop of Lichfield and Coventry for 
the Execution of the Clauſe in 1623, but no Execu- 
tion of it is produced by him. The Church of Exon 
affords him another inſtance < this in 4 627, when 
you hav Entry of your Parliament-Writ in 
e ga Tous 324 which Entry therefore, * 


ö Execution of the Writ, I ſee no Connexion either in 


Fact, or of Right. ö | 
: * tho e us obſerve, p. 11. c. 1. That 
it was for the Proof of the Execution, that you fo aſ- 
ferred the Entry, and ſeem to complain of an unfair- 


neſs in me, for applying it to the aſſembling of the 


Clergy in Synod by virtue of it, I cannot think you 
— 2 — — you, both becauſe you ſaid this 
Entry was undoubredly to ſhew that they ſo met, and 
for as much as even in this place where you offer 
u infer the Execution of this 


then aſſembled in Synod, met in virtue of it: 
. for all I can yet ſee, our Aſſertion is left to 
little E ſupport than you 


1 proceed to conſider the Remarks you hive made 
upon niy nice Obſervations : The firſt of which cor- 
reds an Error of the Prefs for me about the Year of- 
Archbiſhop Warham's Deach, which ſtands, as you 
wou'd have ir, 1532 in my foul Copy, in plainer Cha- 
raters than any Words, or Figures there, however it 
was overlookedin correcting the Sheer, which in fuchan 
inſtance is no very wonderful thing, as Icou'd thew from 
your Letter. I have my Papers, tho' leſs worth keeping 
than yours, ſtill by me, to ſhew the truth of this. And 
Mr. Sare, as well as ſeveral others, have ſeen them. 

Your nextRemark is of more importance, and there- 
fore I will make haſte to conſider it. 

I mention d in my firſt Letter the New Summons, or 
rather Royal Continuation of the Convocat ion upon the Death 
of Archſhiſhp Warham, and ſaid, That at the New Meet- 
ing of it, there was no mention of any Royal Writ, but 
what came with the Mandate from the Prior, &c. for ſum- 
moning the Biſhops and Clergy of the Province, and the 
Certificate upon it: With this you find ſeveral faults, as 
char I improperly call it a New Meeting ; thy" I plainly 
made it a different thing from a New Original Sum- 
mens, calling it rather a Royal Continuation : Not but 
that there was upon the Archbiſhop's Death, a proper 
New Summons 8 the Prior. c. of Canterbury ; and 


I had a Copy of it at that time before me directed to 
the Biſhop of London, making a part of his Mandate upon 
it, which you do not ſeem in your Letter to know; at 


leaſt not to own, If you did not know it, I hope you 


will remember that Great Authors may blunder in cor- 


recting the ſuppoſed Errors of little ones. But if yo 
did know it, and ſaw the Entry in the Extracts of this 
Convocation, Mar. 17. you are extremely unjuſt in 
charging me with unfairneſs for not Tranſcribing that 
Entry which concern d the Biſhop of St. Aſapb. Feb. 5. 
at the ſame time that you own it to be a miſtake in tie 
ee I was aware that there was ſomething in 
it not fully clear, and therefore grounded nothing upon 
it, as I cou'd not mention any Certificate with Re- 
ference to ir, none appearing there; but I had reſpect, 
to the Entry Mar. 17. which I will now tranſcribe 
in my own Vindication, and for a little more caution to 
you. Quo die publice perleftum Certificatorium per D. 
Cox ſuper Executione Mandati eidem London. Epiſcopo per 
Priorem & Capit. direct. pro Epiſcopis & aliis Prelatis 
Convocandus, &c. & hujus Tenor cum Brevi Regio ſequi- 
tur ĩbidem. | 

This, I hope, will juſtify my nice Obſervation, Thar 
there was no mention of any Royal Writ, but what came 
with the Pri Mandate, or the Certificate upon it. Eſpe- 
cially when the Royal Wrir, as directed to the Prior, &c. 
made a part of the Bi hop of London's Mandate, then 
before me. And it may alſo, if you pleaſe, abate the 
Aſſurance wich which you are apt to cenſure thoſe that 
differ from you. | 

To this end let me add, ſetting afide my own Cauſe, 
which does not ſtand upon the Entry about the Bi- 
ſnop of St. Aſaph; that perhaps after all, this En- 
try may not be a Miſtake, | 

For the King's Writ of Prorogation to the Prior, 
Oc. 28 Od. before muſt be ſent by the Prior, 
to ſome body bet:re Nov. 5. to act in purſuance 
of it; and you own it ſent to the Biſhop of 
St. Aſaph. to prorogue : but this Prorogativn being 
upon the Archbilhops Death, the Prior might re- 
quire him to take Care of aſſembling the Clergy 
upon the Day preſcribed in the Writ, tor their meet- 
ing; by ſome particular Summons: enough to warrant 
ſuch an Entry, tho' it had nor its full Effect. Fer 
the doubts that were among the Clergy abour appear- 
ing upon this Prorogation without a new Summons. 
in Form, ſeems to have given Occaiion to that which 
the Prior iſſued accordingly to the Biſhop of London, 
purſuant ſtill ef che ſame Writ 3, moſt probably after 
Feb. 5. both becauſe it was to take off the Scruples- 
of the Cletgy, which till that day could hardly ap- 
pear, and becauſe the Biſh:p of London's Mandate upon 
it was not dated till Feb. 16. as I find by a note, the 
Copy I have of the Mandate not being entire. 

And fince I have ſpoken of this Mandate I will 
take the liberty to obſerve farther from it, That tho? 
the Clergy had offered their Submiſſion a little before, 
and it was ſon after enactetl; yet they did not ſeem 
to think che Archbiſhop's part in Summoning and Con- 
tinuing the Convocation ſo purely Miniſterial, as it has 
been repreſented of late. Had that been their Opinion, 
there wou d have been no ſcruple of attending upon the 
bare Mrit of Prorogation, after the Archbiſhop's Death, 
as we find plainly there was, and a new Summons went 
out in Form from the Guardians of the Spiritualties to 

| take 


* 


cepted in 


* 


take it away, and new Proctors were choſen upon it, as thought ſo much their Privilege, that one can hardly 


ap from a Copy before me out of the Reg. of Lin- imagine how they ſhou'd defire to return to their Par- 
coln, compared with that of Worceſter, . liamentary condition again, without ſome very parti- 
' Give me leave to add, That theſe new Proctors were cular reaſon inducing them to ir, from the alteration of 
not required to come with a power of conſenting to Things. | 


Conti nuations, as was provid __ the Two Archie- Tins Reaſon I ſuppoſed in 1547, was taken from a 


piſcopal Mandates immediately preceding: The Firſt of defire to obſtrutt the Reformation; which ſuppoſition 
which in 1522, ast ſtands in the Biſhop of London's you endeavour to render very abſurd, by alledging that 
Regiſter, has this Marginal Note in a hand that ſeems it was the Popery of the Clergy chat firſt made chem 
as old as the End of that Regiſter, over-azainſt the In- decline the Premunientes ; and conſequently, That the 


ſertion of that particular Clauſe, Vide aliud Mandatum ſame Popery cou'd not make them deſire to come un- 


in ſimili negotio, p. 166. In which Page of the Regiſter, der it again. As if it was impoſſible for things fo to 
Am. 1529. there is the Second Mandate of Archbi- change, as ro make People lay hold on that as a Guard, 
ſnhop Warham with this Clauſe, and over-againſt it, which they accounted a burthen before: When you do 
another Marginal Note in theſe words: Nota quod pen- not pretend to deny, but that the attempt in 1558. was 
dente iſta Comvocatione Expiravit R. R. Pater Cant. upon the Ground I ſuggeſt. While the Religion con- 
Archiep. & tunc directæ erant aliæ Literæ per Priorem, &c. tinued the ſame, it was natural for the Clergy to de- 
ſede vacante R. Patri Epijcopo London. ad Convocand. Præ- fire to be as free from the State as they cou'd : But 


latos & Clerum ad proſequend. acta & geſla in ipſa Con- when a Change was beginning in tliat, by the State, ir 
vocatione. From both which Notes I think I may fairly was as natural for them to pretend to all the intereſt. 


infer, That this Mandate was then looked upnu as of an they had in the State to oppoſe it: So that all the Que- 
unuſval Form, and had relation ro buſineſs then de- ſtion is, Whether this was actually the Caſe in 1547, 
pending, which was manifeſtly the Competition of the or no. . 

Metrop?lirical, and Legatine Authority; Cardinal Wolſey I thought ir was when I wrote my firſt Letter, find- 
iſſuing a new Summons to the Biſhop of London in May, ing ſeveral Leading Biſhops agai. ſt Reformation; who 
when he had been diſappointed by the Clergy of this had, no doubt, many of their Opinion among the In- 
Province in April, thro' their pleading want of Powers ferior Clergy : And obſerving the buſineſs of the Re- 
ro treat in a Legatine Synod. Ar leaſt, this is a fairer formation to be at that time carried on; not by the 


account of the Inſertion of this Clauſe, than what a Convocation, but by particular Commiſſion ; a way 


great Man in the Lower-Houſe of Conyocation gave this which, I thick, wou'd hardly have been taken, had 
Year, from the Schedule of Continuations, now be- the more Natural, and more Authoritative Method of 


inning to be brought into uſe from the Practice of it doing it by te whole Convocation" been at that 
2 time accounted as ſure. But you will not allow this 
ginning of Schedules. For beſides that, the appoint- Convocation to have been at all inclined to Pope- 


in the laſt Lateran Council, aſſign d by him for the be- 
ment of the firſt Seſſion of the Council of Baſil near ry; and your Reaſons for it are taken from their. Sub- 
100 Years before was by Schedule; The continuing ſcribing the Communion in both kinds; the Annulling the 
Verbo tenus, or in Scriptis, cou'd not make ſuch a dif- Laws of Celibacy, and their Petitioning againſt the Six 
ference, as ro occaſion ſuch a Clauſe to be put de nav Articles, and the Regard of the Prolocutor to the Arch- 
into the Archiepiſcopal Mandate, ro ſecure the Clergies biſhop. | 

Obedience to it: When Dr. A. aſſures us, That the ppwer As to rhe firſt of theſe, they did indeed allow the 


of adjourning belong d to the Archbiſhop- of Courſe, when Propoſition ſent down to them tor Communion in both 


the Two Fuſes were united, and that he preſerved it af- kinds, that is, no one oppoſed it: there was no great 
ter they were ſeparated. Rights, &c. 2d. Ed. p. 492. trial in ihis, nor any ſuch proof of their zea! for the 


But I will proceed to your other Reflevions. -. deſigned Reformation. Nor did their ſubſcribing to 


You pity my weakneſs, f. 1 1. c. 2. for inferring from the annulling of che Laws of Celibacy amount to much 
the Petition of the Clergy in 1547, to be actually join'd more, with the Diviſion upon it. They did not Decree 
with the Parliament; that they did not think themſelves any thing about his as you ſay; they only choſe per- 
to ſit in ee the Premunientes Clauſe: Tho' ſons to draw the form of a Statute upon it: Both the 
you vouchſafe no reaſon to take off the Conſequence, Propoſitions were ſent down to them for their conſent 
unleſs it be your ſaying, they petition d only to be more without any power to make Canons about them. Their 
cloſely united to the Laity. But I humbly conceive, Petition for indempnity againſt the Statute, after the 


That if by the Tenor of the Præmunientes Clauſe they firſt of theſe Propotirions paſs d among them, ſhew they 


were a part of the Parliament, as their Petition ſets had not preceeded to Synodical Decrees; for it was not, 
out; they did not think that Capacity anſwered by as you ſay, the Statute of the Six Articles they _=»-_ 
their Convocational-Meetinz: which ſtood upon a dif- tion d againſt, but the 25 of H. 8. The Rigor of chat 


ferent Bottom, and was, in Fact, a different Thing, when Statute was early ſuſpended by the Arbiſhop's means. 


the Clergy appear d in both Capacities; as for ſome time Parker Antig. Brit. 339. and made way for the eaſier ad- 


they did, till they declined acting in the Parliamentary mitting the firſt Propoſicionz and the Statute it. fe!t 


way, and L their Convocation-attendance to be ac- was ſoon after repeal'd : Bur that of the 25** of H. 8. 
e ſtead 5 ir, And this Exchange they remain d ſtill in force, and 8 their Proceedings. 


With 


wich reſpect to this, they renew d their Petition, late 
in their Seffion, and never appear to have obrain'd their 


deſire; which I am apt to think chey wou'd have done, 


had the defire been agreeable to the Archbiſhop ; 
or they wou'd nor have repeated it againſt his Senſe, 
had they been as much afrer his own Hearr, as eu fay, 
the Prolocutor was. He that cou'd procure a Suſpenſion 
of the Statute of the Six Articles before twas Repealed, 
and cou'd promote the repealing it; cou'd have pro- 
cured a Licenſe for the Convocation to go on in the 


Affairs of Religion, had he thought it wou'd have ſer- 


ved the purpoſe of Reformation as well. But he took 
another Method, and carried it on by a particular Com- 
miſſion under the King, which compiled the Lirurgy; 


and the Oppoſition this met with, is bur too great a 


Preſumption that the Convccaticn was not yet ready to 
come into ſuch Meaſures, which wou d have made it go 


more eaſily down, Whereas the Romiſh Party, as Hey- 


lin ſays, Hiſt. Ref. 63. gave no ſmall diſturbance to the 
King's Proceedings; for notwithſtanding his great care to 


ſet forth one uniform Order, &c. yet ſo it happened, that 


thro* the perverſe obſtinacy, and forward diſſembling of 
many of the Inferior Prieſts, and Miniſters of Cathedral 
Churches, there did ariſe a marvellous Schiſm ; ſome diſ- 
ſemblingly and patchingly uſing part, but many cauſeleſly 
contemning all, wou d continue in their former Popery. 
And therefore I cannot yer ſee that I was ſo much in 
the wrong, as you make me, for ſuppoſing a good 


deal of this Spirit in this Convocarion ; eſpecially con- 


—_ that it was within Three Years of the Piſſolu- 


© Cranmer ſeem d to have no very good Opinion, by the 
| Anſwer he gave the Inferior Clergy, when they brought 


up their Complaints. Die Ven. Mar. 3. Precepit ne 


quid effutierent de rebus ipſis. In another Seſſion he 


decrees, That the King ſhould be conſulted about 


Books, and the Laws, and commits che Examination of 


certain Books to certain Biſhops, c. Theſe Books 
che Clergy in 1547, pray may be brought into che Con- 
vocation to be finally examined, but we do not find 


their Petition was granted. All this looks a little ſuſpi- 


cious, as if their inclination to the Reformation was 


doubted; and if we conſider che Characters of Bonner, 
Gardiner, Heath, and Tonſtal; who as Matth. Parker 
ſays, were fer to oppoſe the Reformation, we ſhall ſee 


he more reaſon to ſuſpe& the greater part of the 
Lower-Houſe as of the ſame mind. 

The Faithful Account, c. Num. 1. ſays, That the 
Prolocutor in the Firſt Convocation under Archbiſhop 
Cranmer, was ſick of the New Archbiſhop, and more no 
doubr labour'd under the ſame Diſtemper. BE 
The 66 Art. of the Lower-Clergies Remonſtrance in 
1536, recired by the Author of t 
milly againſt thoſe Books that had been written to 


bring on the Reformation, and the too great Counte- 


nance they thought they received from the Biſhops. 


And I have already mention d ſomething of the Spirit 


of the Lower-Houle in 1541 ; fo that for all that yet 


appears, this Sickneſs conceived upon Archbiſhop Cran- 
mer's meaſures from the beginning, might continue in 


Deſign, upon prog: now : for this C 


e Expedient, is ma- 
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great part down to this Convocation in 1547, tho' the 
Prolocutor then had none of ic. I have met in all my 
lirtle Searches bur one appearance of a reaſon againſt 
it: and that is the Approbation with which their Peri- 
tion to be join'd to the Parliament. is mention'd in 
M. Parker, as to the Equitableneſs of it. But he * 2 
think it a juſt one in it ſelf without ſuppoſing, that 
the greater part of them that went into it, went upon 
that Motive you mention, of having only the Refor- 
mation go on in the more regular way. This might 
weigh with that part which deſired a Reformation, and 
the other might find their account in being thereby 
the better enabled to hinder it. We know that not 
only this Petition was not granted, but they were not 
ſo much as enabled to act under che Stat. 25. of H. 8. 
which is a much greater Argument that they were 
not thought inclined to Reform, chan what Archbiſhop 
Parker ſays of the juſtneſs of their Petition, is char 
they were. And how juſt ſoever he might think that 
Petition then, he lived to ſee the ſame Claim put in to 
a Degree in 1558, for the purpoſe I mention d, and 
did not think fit to renew it in his own. time imme- 
diately after, when he ſetled the 39 Articles. 
So that upon the whole, I ſee no great Reaſon I 
have to alter my former Opinion; I have given it all 
the Abatements I found, but ſee too much Foundation 
for it at laſt. Nor can I diſcern the Abſurdity, you 
wou d caſt upon the Charge of Popery on the Premu- 
nientes then; and the Charge of a 2 different 
uſe rightly 
may as well ſerve different Purpoſes; as the 
Pleaders for it, be at one time deſirous of nothing 
leſs than ro meet; and within à few Years inſiſt up- 


on their neceſſary attending che whole Seſſion of every 


Parliament. | 

I do not pretend to call this inſiſting, a defizn of 
Presbytery ; bur as you tell us, this Clauſe is the Baſis 
of the Privilege of the Lower Houſe, and the Ground of 
their Separation from the Upper; ſo the uſe made of 
a Return upon this Clauſe, is to keep up che Di- 
ſtinction of the Houſes to rhe utmoſt, and ro exempt 
the Lower more from its ſubordination to the Upper, 
than can be maintain d upon the Eccleſiaſtical Prin- 
-ciples and Precedents of the Couvocation. You ſhall 
call chis by what name you pleaſe, but it is advancing 
a diſuſed Srate-Capacity againſt the known and uſed 
Eſtabliſhment of Ecclefiaſtical Order. | 

Bur to go cn to your other Reflections. Th 
you do not pretend to ſay that the Remonſtrance of 
the Clergy in 1558, was not in favour of Popery; 
yet you are reſolved to find ſome other Fault with 
the uſe I make of it; and preſerve the Intereſt of the 
Pemunientes in che aſſembling of the Convocation. This, 
I fay, you ſeem reſolved ro maintain, tho you own ar 
rhe ſame rime that the Convocation properly ſpeaking doth 
not ſubfiſt by that Writ . But ſtill for all this, you 
are ſure they were come together by virtue of it, in that 


plaee and that aſſembly wherein they were ſitting, when 


they ſaid it, and that was the Lower-Houſe of Canvo- 
cation; and you can ſee no difference between Aſſembling 
| | in 


in the Lower-Houſe of Convocat ĩon, and ASSEMBLING 
IN CONVOCATTON., This, I think, requires much 
more ſubtilty to ſee, than the Union I put between be- 
ing aſſembled in Convocation, and being ſo aſſembled 
by no other Royal Authority, but the Provincial Writ, 
which are the very fame things; for if the Convocation 
(putting the Queſtion between the Parliament and 
Provincial Writ, properly ſpeaking ſubſiſts only by the Pro- 
vincial, as own that it does; there is no proper 
aſſembling in Convocation, but under that Writ : So 
that, thoꝭ the Perſons ſummon d by the Premunientes, 
ſhou'd be in the place where the Convocation met, 
which yet is not the place of the Premunientes Clergies 


attendance, it wou'd not prove they were aſſembled in 


. Convocation by virtue. of that Clauſe; for to be afſem- 
bled in Convocation, properly ſpeaking, is to be aſſem- 
| bled in ſuch a Capacity, not in ſuch a Place, and un- 
der ſuch Rules as are proper to that Capacity, and do 
not mix or interfere with the Rules of another Capa- 
city. The Archbiſhop takes no Cognizance of the 
Clergy of rhe Province as attending upon the Premu- 
nientes; nor does the King in any Commands he ſends 
to the Archbiſhop, about the Convocation, whether for 
Prorogation, Making, or Ccnfirming of Canons: So that 
did theſe Two Calls of the Clergy bring the very ſame 
Perſons together more conſtantly than you pretend, for 
a great part of your Period; the Powers of each Aſſem- 
bly cou'd not be ſo confounded as to be applied in- 
differently to either: nor wou d it follow, that becauſe 
they, who were properly aſſembled in Convocation, had 
alſo received the Præmunientes Summons, that therefore 
they met in Convocation by virtue of it; and yer at 
the end of this Paragraph, you take upon you to ſay, 
from the Remonſtrance, That if they were not aſſembled 
in Convocation by the Præmunientes, neither were they by 
the Provincial Writ, p. 12. c. 1. 5 

If you can find Readers that will admit this for a Con- 
ſequence, and deny the Clergy to be aſſembled in Con- 
vocation by virtue of a Writ, by which it is own'd the 
Convocation properly ſubſiſts, unleſs it be allowed, that 
they are equally aſſembled in Convocation by a Writ by 
which it is own'd the Convocation does not properly ſubſatt, 
I ſhall think you very happy in their Opinion, and at li- 
berry to write as you pleaſe, with full aſſurance of be- 
ing believed. Ed do | 
Your nextReflexion is upon the puzzle you ſay I am 
in about the Certificatorium de Executione Brevium ſive 
Mandatorum Serenifſtme Reginæ, in the Acts of 1554, 
when Bonner was Preſident, You may inſult my diffi- 
dence as much as you pleaſe, I ſhall never deſire to ex- 
change it for the other Quality I own you are Maſter 
of : Nor ſhall I be athamed of being unable immediare- 
ly to give a certain account of any Entry in Convoca- 
tion - Records, that is very unuſual. I was able to give the 
true account of this ſoon after my Second Letter came 
out, as I cou d prove, if any ching depended upon it. 
1 ſhould have fer tht 
Information came, had I not ſeen that the Truth was 
more for my purpoſe, than the Conjecture I made, which 
left no upon me of undeceiving my Reader: 


x) 


t particular clear, before ycur 


Nor am I much concern d that I ſtaid to be publickly 
inſtructed by you, when your removal of my reel 
ignorance, neither hurts my Cauſe, nor advances your 
own. But triumph, I perceive, at any rate, is agreeable 
to you, tho you get nothing but the Oſtentation by 
it, and confirm my General Obſervation, that no notice 
is taken in the Acts of Convocation, but of Provincial 
Writs. You talk indeed what mighty things you cou 
do by way of expoſing my Conjecture apart from the 
Matter of Fact. But till you can ſhew that the Biſhop 
of London is Preſiden: of Courſe ; or that he has not 
been made ſo _ Royal Writ, of which I gave you 
an Inſtance, I ſhall think my gueſs that ſuch a Writ 
might be one of the more Writs that were mentioned, 
had enough to guard it from being abſard againſt any 
one but a Perſon , who becauſe he ſeldom needs to 
conjecture himſelf, will hardly allow any body elſe the 
liberty of going ſo far as that. 

I am nc come to that part of your Letter, which 
concerns the Province of Jork, which you have put 
here in the Second place, tho in your Firſt Letter, and 
in bath mine it came in the Firſt. I ſhall not enquire 
what your defign was in this, but take notice only of 
your heavy complaint againſt me, for dividing, as you 
ſay, your Afiertion very diſingenuouſly, more like an 
Executioner, than an Anſwerer, p. 12. c. 2. Now I pro- 


feſs after all this querulous Charge, I cannot yet fee my 


fault, as I am ſure I had no ſuch artificial Deſign, as 
you ſuggeft, in ordering my Anſwer, which follow'd 
the Method your Letter led me into: for your Aſſerti- 
on was general, and you appeal d to both Provinces: at 
large tor the truth of it, and affirm'd ſome things par- 
ricular from each by way of Proof; Cou'd I do other- 
wife than conſider what the ſeveral Records afforded 
. I fairly examined all your Teſtimonies, and 
umm d up the whole Evidence of them, without any 
intention of dividing their force. And as I uſed na 
art then to hinder the utmoſt advantage that cou'd be 
made of them ; fo I ain ſtill contented the Reader 
ſhould judge, whether both Provinces together afford 
a ſufficient Ground for your Aſſertion of a conſtant pra- 
ice to enter the Parliament-Writ for the end you aſſign'd : 
Tho? ſtil] you muſt give me leave to ſay by the way, 
That in this Caſe there is no Right to infiſt upon calling 
in one Province to the help of the other; eſpecially 
when the Book of one 1s entirely preſerved, and the 
moſt perfect Records have che leaſt Footſteps of what 
= alledged; I mean thoſe of the Convocation of 

E, which we are now to conſider ggain. | 

You think you have ſhewn, p. 12. c. 2. That your 
Expreſſions, with reſpect to our Province, were.exa&, and 
ſtrickiy anſwering to what ſtiff remains upon the Extracle. 
But how the Word OFT EN came into the former part 
which related to the Convocation-Book of Tork, you 
profeſs ſeriouſly, p. 13. c. 1. you know not: Nor whether 


it might have been taken by the Cunpaſitor from the 


. Line of my Copy, where it was uſed of the Province of 
Canterbury, and the miſapplication of the word overlooked. 
by you in the ſingle and haſty reviſing of the Proof of - this 
Sheet. However, this is more than you can or will affirm, 

| | B 2 your 
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your Papers being deſtroy'd ſoon after they were printed off, Tranſcript of the York Acts by me, and an Extract of 


and you not able to recolle# any thing about it. I am ſor- the Writs, and muſt have written at leaſt Ten days be- 


ry indeed that 2 Papers are loſt, which wou d have fore for the Atteſtation from Jork; which you tell me 
e 


been of ſuch uſe o you upon this occation ;, bur if you managed unwarily, and fo, it may be, I did: for I 
can recoll#7 nthing diflinttly about it, how come you to made no ſecret of it, as I had no deſign in it, but the 
ſpeak as it e Word OFTEN was uſed of the Pro- Service of Truth. I thank God, as Ironically as you 
vince of Canterbury, where it wou'd not ſtand much ber- ſpeak of my Moderation and Mercy, I cannor charge m 
er, di in it does in the Province of 75% ; for then ic ſelf with any of that Malice or Revenge you wou'd faſten 
muſt run, That in the Extract, from Barks of this Pro- upon me: I am ſure I have nne toward the Perſon 
wvince, the Entry of ſuch Writs i O FTEN taken notice whom I think I am now writing to, and ro whom 1 ſhall 
of in the Reigns of Queen Elizabeth, King James, and always be ready to do any good Office. But I am fo 
King Charles the Firſt. Whereas there is not ſo much as far from believing that Charity obliges any Man to fi- 


our N:taries Atteſtation for any ſuch Entry in Queen lence in ſuch a Caſe, that, I think, bare love to one's 


Elizabeth's Reign, and but Five Inſtances, ſuch as they Brerhren, wou'd oblige one to detect ſo groſs a falſhood 
are in the other Two Reigns ; which whether they will as chis appear'd to me: eſpecially when advanced to the 
warrant the uſe of the Word O FT EN in theſe diſturbance of the peace of the Church; and by one 
Three'Reigns, in which there were 16 Convocations, I who was fo far from treating even his Superiors with 
will leave the impartial Reader t judge. However, if any Tenderneſs, as to be greatly wanting in common 
you had rather your O FTE N ſhould ftand any where Regards. | ; = 5 | . 742 
than where it does; and wou'd have your ſewing in of. I had no other inducement to write, nor any other 
the Original Parliement-Writ in the York Ads to be ai- reſentment in writing, than what aroſe purely from 
firm's without that addirion,I have no reaſon to conrend theſe Conſiderations ; and, as I hope, I have not ex- 
with you, becauſe ſo Emphatical and Simple an Aﬀert- ceeded Rules in my manner of treating you, if I am 
ing of che ſewing in of the very original Writ carries right as to the Matter in Queſtion ; £5 I truſt I have 
the appearance of a more ordinary practice than ſay- given a fair account of what relates to our own Pro- 
ing it OFTEN was done. How true and fair a turn VINCE, and do not deſpair of doing the ſame in what 
ry ht Letter this is, I wilt not determine; but I rhink remains to be ſpoken of the Province of ork, 
it was not ſo artful, as yours uſually are: For an Indefinite You repeat, p. 13. c. 1. the confeſſion of your Se- 
Propoficion in this Cale has ſo much of the force of an cord Letter, That there were Two Writs of Parliament 
Univerſal, that you had as good have left your recollecting only naw remaining in the Book of York, c. And to. 
alone, and honeſtly confeſſed you had affrm'd more this you make me Reply in my Firſt; by my Certificate 
than you had Foundarion for. from York. Now how unwarily ſoever you make me 
You pretend to have od this ſlip as ſoon as your to have managed this Certificate, you make itup in the 
worthy Friend took notice of it to you; and (ay, thut you Exedition you give it; for it was publiſhed here. 
knew of no one elſe that had obſerv'd it, when you receiv'd at London within Four days of your Second Letter. But 
his Information. 1 ſhall not enquire who this worthy Friend this is a greater ſwiftneſs of Replying than I will pre- 
was, nor from whence he had his Information, nor how tend to. I had the Certificate in Town Three days at 
on he gave it to you; but I muſt obſerve, that there leaſt before the publication of your Second Letter, and 
is above 3 Weeks between your Firſt Letter, and your had ſent it wich my whole Firſt Letter to the Preſs be- 
Second, thy it ſcarce makes one Leaf: And I muſt beg fore I cou d get ſight of yours, without making any. 


leave to aſſure you, that above a Fornight before your other alteration afterward, than the common Correcti- 


Second came our, I. my ſelf obſerved it to a Worthy ons. This Firſt Letter, with the Certificate therefore, 
Elergyman that was not unlikely to tell it you. I told was no Reply to your Second; but a Detection of the 
ir allo to ſeveral others; adding, That it wou'd quickly Error of your Firſt, tho your every- way ſhort Con- 
be ſhewn ; and I heard from many that it was alſo, by feſſion ſtept out before it; for which Reaſon I ſhall. 
Sme other means, become a matter of publick Diſ- begin with clearing the Certificate from Partiality; and 


counſe. How far you was ſenſible of this, and how afterwards conſider your other Reflexions char have any: 


much hand it had in haſt ning out ar laſt yur Second Relation to it, or the Queſtion between us. 

Lerrer for a Skreen to the Firſt, I muſt leave to your - If there was any fault in Mr. Empſan's beginning. 
Conſcience to anſwer, and to the World to think as his Certificate with Whereas, &c. he might be very in- 
they ean. But 1 hope I have faid enough to farisfy -nocently. led into ir, by my reciting the paſſage of your 
you; as well as others, that I had mt the knwwledge of Letter as the ground of my enquiring, if the, Matter 
this Error ſrom your printed Confeſſion ; and I muſt own of Fatt was ſo; and where the iniquity or unfairneſs of 
J am ring amazed at your ſaying, That for ought yow this Proceeding is, I profeſs I cannot conceive : I knaw 
Snow: T had. You pretended: only at firſt to ſay, that no other way of ſetting different accounts of Fact right, 
voa had reafsg to think nothing of my Letter was but b confronting them : Nor cou d the Examination of 


printed off, when yours came out: And now you doubt the Tork Acts have been made fo exactly, without lay- 


whether it was {> much as written, or no; nay more, ing before the Examiner, what it was he was to ſearch 
after. This. does not go beyond the buſineſs af bare 


mhither E ſo much as knew che oecaſion upon which I after. : 
was write; tho” you cannot: but. know. that. L had. the Witneſſes, the Character you. appropriate to 3 


— 
. 


tho have made your own 2 Judge. Mr. Empſon 
— — in the Cloſe of his Certificate, ſay, what 
amounts to his giving — Opinion 0 but it 5 very far 
from carrying any partiality in it, being a ſuppoſition 
of the lr 1 that one Parliament -Writ he refers 
to, in the very Acts of that Convocation; contrary to 
the Senſe of the Writer that publiſhed it, and more in 
favour of your Opinion. 85 
ee you do not think fit to make uſe of this 


advantage, but triumph mightily in finding, that nei- 


ther the Certificate nor the Tranſcript take any notice 
of the Fragment of another Parl/iament-Writ, which you 
are ſure was there ſomewhat above Two Tears ago ; and 
which I mentioned from an Extract of the Writs, taken 
before the time you ſpeak of. From this Silence you 
Collect, that this piece of a Writ i now wholly loft : 
And 1 verily believe you are in the right: Nay, I am 
ſince aſſured from thence, that there is none of it re- 
maining ; and I ſhould be glad to have ic narrowly ex- 
amind by what means this imbezlement came, if it 
was more than accidentally loſt 
You make mighty uſe of it, and think it effectually 
ſupports your Conjecture, that the other Parliament- 
Writs, which do not appear, or were not carried up 
to the Parliament, have been ſo imbezled; . that it is 
mani feſt you gain the moſt by chis loſs, which is no 
advantage to me. I mention d the Fragment from the 
Extratts in my firſt Letter, and had much rather. it had 
ſtill remain d, where it was then. I have enquired at- 
ter this loſs, bus can get uo ſatis factory account of. it. 
The Tranſcriber remembers nothing of it; and all I 
can certainly learn is, That the Extracts I refer to were 
taken before Dr: 4. made his Obſèrvations : there; and 
that it was there when he took his Notes, I believe you 
will allow: if they are not his Papers wineh you make 
uſe of, to gives us a true Copy of what then remain d, 
and an Explanation of the particular manner in which 
it ſtood in the Book; Reverſed, as the Extracter ex- 
preſſes it, i. e. turn d upſide-down ;, not as I ſtrangely 


by interpreted the word, purpoſely cut out. I might indeed 
ay tp inrerpret it; bur I know no deſign I cou'd: 
0 


have in ſo doing, Ir's being turn'd upſide down, and 
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directed, but probably to the Archbiſhop, that I forgot this 
in my Second, and ſay peremptorily, that it was directed to 
the Archbiſhop then living. Upon this you flouriſh with 
it is, and it is not, and will allow not even a Certificate 
the power of reconciling theſe Contradictions. Now if 
there is any Contradiction in my Words, I think it is 
all in the Firſt Lerter, when I ſay it does not appear to 
whom it was directed, but probably to the Archbiſhop ; for, 
methinks, to take that for granted in my Second Letter, 
which I ſuppoſed probable in my Firſt is no Contra- 
diction: And my ſaying it was probable then, wou'd 
ſufficiently explain the foregoing words, That it did 
not appear to whom it was diretted, of a certain and 
evident appearance; and in that manner it does not yet 
appear, (tho* from its being evidently a Parliament- 
Writ, and its being preſerved where it was, I was wil- 


ling to ſuppoſe it directed to the Archbiſhop) for in 


youu Copy, neither the Name, nor Title of the Arch- 

iſhop, nor the Name of the Dioceſs, nor any Date of 
the Writ appears: So that if you pleaſe, I will revoke 
my Conceſſion, rather than ly under ſuch a terrible 
charge of. contradicting my ſelf proved fo plainly up- 
on me, that I may go on, and ſee whether I can clear 


my, Proceeding, with relation to the other Writ to the 


Guardians, gc. which is preſerved intire, and which 
you have printed for fear of irs being imbezled.. 

You ſay, p. 15. c. 2. the Entry of this Writ in the 
Acts, and the placing it between the Two Convocation-Writs 
\ eſpecially if we conſider, that the Cuſtom of entring ſuch 
Writs, was the ſame in the other Province) makes it 


manifeſt, that the Convocation ws SOME VAT 


CONCERN'D IN IT, You ſhou'd have faid- 


as much as in the Convocation-Writ, for that was your 


firſt Aſſertion; and how much Evidence from this you 
have brought from the Province of Canterbury; has: 


been already conſidered : Nor will it, I believe, be 


thought enough when join'd to what remains in the 
Tork Book, to prove your conſtant practice. But ler this 
Parliament-Writ now before us prove as much as it can. 
You ſpeak of the Entry of this Writ in the Ade, and 
the placing it between the Two Convocation-Writs, as if 
they were Two Things, which had each of them -rheir- 


half torn off, anſwers all my purpoſes as well; for this- weight; when you know there is no other Entry of 


does not by any means look like the ſewing in of a 
Writ with deſign d reference to the Convocation-Atts ; a Re- 
viſter muſt be very ignorant, or very careleſs,that wou d 
ſew in a Writ by way of 2 with the wrong end 
upwards; and therefore, * eſs, I do not know any 
reaſon I had, as you ſuggeſt, 


being now purpoſely cut out, or at leaſt, —_—_ loſt ; 
and I may — bi ſuggeſt, in my turn, That you 
beſt know the reaſon why you was in a manner ſure from 
the bare Silence of the Tranſcript and Certificate, that 
nothing now remain'd of that piece of a Writ; and 
you may poſſibly beſt know che reaſon alſo, __ this. 
Fragment _—_— when Dr. A. was at Tork, and had 
never done fince, : 


| But before I leave this piece of a Writ, I muſt 

clear my ſelf, if I can, of the great inconſiſtence vou 
charge upon mv Two Letters about it. You ubſerve,, 
That in my Firſt I fad 15 did not appear d whom it was 


or this interpretation of 
Reverſed ; but can ſee the uſe. you make of the Writs 


the Writ, than its being ſo placed: for you do not 
,prerend it is taken notice of in the Acts themſelves, as 


the Convocation-Writs are; which was the reaſon I: 


offered in both my Letters, to ſnew, that it's bare be- 
ing there did not prove the Convocation to be con- 
cern d in it. But this has not hindred you from doing 
me upon this occaſion a double injuſtice. "= 
Jou repreſent me as poſitively aſſerting, That this. 
Writ had not any proper relation to the Convocation-Aﬀs ;. 


and then add, That I give no reaſon in the World for my” 

peremptorineſs, in both which Charges indeed you do me 
; — wrong : for if you pleaſe ro honour my poor Let- 
ter with once looking upon it again, at the words your: 


recite, you will find it no; poſitive Aſſertion. I only 


ſaid, That whar Mr. Empſon ſuggeſted about the vacancy -_ 


of the See, might be the occaſion of the Writs remaining at 


Vork, tho it did not male it to have any proper relation: 
to the Convocat ion- Acts; and then I immediately re- 


fert d to the Reaſons. Thad given in my Firſt Letter, Why 
8 a I thought 
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you, becauſe at the end of your 


Convocation 
from chat the perfect ſilence of 


© Þ; N 


I thought it had no ſuch relation. Theſe Reaſons I en- 
deavour d to conſirm in my Second, and promiſed to 
perfect the Title of this Convocation, if the Original 
wou'd do it; but that being imperfect as to the ſingle 


Word which I wanted, I muſt refer to what I there 


urged from' the Convocarion of 1584, which the 
Fragment atrended, that it was faid to be held Vigore 
Brevis Regii, which I thought ſhew, that it was not 


concern d in the Parliament-Writ. Whether this Rea- 
ſoning is good or no; yer being twice inſiſted on by 


me, more at large than any one thing I purſued, it 
ſhould ar leaſt have kept you from ſaying I offered no 
Reafon at all; and have rather put you upon ſhewing 


the weakneſs of what I alledged. 
- - Had you done this in this place, I wou'd have con- 
ſidered it again as well as I cou d; but as you have not. 


I ſhall ok upon it to have all the force that not 
taken off by your Conſiderations of my Genetal Rea- 
ſonings; and I think they are not much weakened by 
Remarks you confeſs, 
as I have already obſerv'd, That the Convocation is not 
_ by the Authority of the Parliament-Writ, and 

at it is abſurd to expect, That a Provincial Aſſembly 


\ ſhould le ſaid in it's atts to meet by any Authority but 


that of the Provincial Summons, which alone is commen- 
Jurate to it. And yet, methinks, it is but juſt ro expect 
that ſome notice fhou'd be taken of the Parliament- 
Writs in the Acts of Convocation themſelves, if the 

ion was concern'd in it, and as juſt to infer 
e Titles and Acts of 
Convocation in this Point, that the ſingle appearing of 
a Parliament Writ once or twice in the Convocation- 
Book, for above 150 Years, is no proof of its being 
entred there on purpoſe to ſne the Clergy aſſembled in Sy- 


nod, met no leſs in virtue of that, than the Provincial-Writ. 


For I am ſtill of Opinion, that bare ſewing in with- 
our more ado, is nor entring a thing as belonging to the 
Act to which it is thus affixed : Nor am I therefore 
afraid of loſing by this means the Entry of the proper 
Corvocation-Writs in this Book; becauſe tho they are 
found in the Original, are all along referr'd to in 
the Acts, which wou'd effectually preſerve their Inte- 
reſt in the holding of the Convocation, tho' they them- 
felves ſhou'd be loſt. Whereas no notice at all being 


taken of the rarliament-Wrir, nothing leſs than a con- 


ſtant, or frequent preſervarion of it, together 
wich the Provineial cou'd afford any Shew of an Ar- 
. that they were jointly concern d in that Aﬀem- 
iy to whoſe Acts they were fo prefixed. But inſtead 
of this, we have but one Parliament-Writ to the Guar- 
dians, Cc. and the piece of another, which I was 
willing to let paſs as directed to the Archbiſhop ; tho 
I offered my Reaſon, why I thought that in right it 
ſhou'd nor have been there. | 
You take no other notice of this Reaſon, than to 
make ſuch uſe of the Concluſion as you think for the 
purpoſe ; and to account for the notappearing of more 
Parliamem-Writs, from che Archbithop's carrying them 
wich him to Parliament. But had you confidered, that 
che Archbiſhop muſt be legally ſuppoſed to do this al- 
ways, cou'd you have ſaid, as you did in your firſt Let- 
ter, That this Parliament-Wrist to him was often ſew'd 


Convocation-Writs w 


Convocation in June, to that which 


on 


in; when had it been ſo, it muſt have been left at Tork- 
through negle&, and the preſervation of ir in the A&s 
of Convocation had been truly by accident. For the 
ſame Writ cannot of right belong ro Two ſuch different 
Courts as a Parliament and Convocation are: Nor can it 
be repoſited in Two different places; fo that had the 
Archbiſhop's Parliament-Wrir had really any relation- 
of Right to the Convocation of 7ork, ſo as to make it 
matter of Order for it to be conſtantly entred in the 
Front of the Acts for every Synod, a Copy of it ought to 
have been as conſtantly raken, the Regiſter having no 
means of ſaving himſelf the trouble of copying, as you 


1 2 him in your Second Letter to have done; or at 
leaſt there ſhaw'd have been ſome reference to it: but 


pretended; nay, you ſay, in your Third Letter, p. 16. 
c. 2. That the Actuary never madqpis Entry of it by Tran- 
ſeript : ſo that you pretend to no Entry ar laſt, but ſuch 
a one as cou'd not be regularly made. Nor is there, as 
to that, any clear Evidence of fo much as.one Original 
Wrir directed to the Archbiſhop himſelf, the piece 
being but a good preſumption of it at ; and not 
ſufficient ground whereon to affirm, as on do in your 
Second Letter, That no doubt many other Parliament- 
Summons were to be ſeen in this Book, 
of time they were torn out and imbezled. OS 
To make this look the more probable ſtill, you re- 


there is nothing of this, no 2 1 ſuch Writ is 


turn to your former Argument for it, taken from the 


want of many Convocation-Writs, both of Summons 
and Prorogation. As to the Writs of Summons, you 
mention d Four, which I own'd were wanting; and ad- 
ded, That I did not miſs above one or two more, as 
then I can truly ſay I did nor, for want of examining 
that particular fo ſtrictly as I ſhou'd have thought my 
ſelf obliged to, had I inſiſted upon it. But to ſhew 


| how little I thought the main Queſtion concern'd in it, 


I ſaid, in the place 2 refer to, with reſpect to thoſe 

ich I miſſed, that they were not ſo 
loft, but that the Authority 
and that was it ſo in the Caſe of the Parliament Writs, I 
wou'd not inſiſt that only one, and a piece of them did at 
preſent remain. ; 

This, I hope, is enough to excuſe the neglect of a 
ſtricter ſearch than my time wou'd allow; eſpecially 
when Idid not affirm there were no more wanting, but that 
I then miſſed no more. I have ſince looked a little more 
narrowly, as I had opportunity, and find about 16 Writs 
of Summons remaining, and about Ten Convocations 
are entred without them. But the Writs for 1623, and 
1627, after which you enquire, are there. 
That for the latter Convocation in 1640 is not: Nor 
is tliere any appearance at all of that Convocation upon 
the Tor Book, which paſſes from the Diſſolution of the 
n in 1661. 

As to the Writs of Prorogation, I faid there were 
above 40 preſerved, which I hoped were enough to 
ſhew, That thoſe Fbich remaind were not, as you ſaid, 
few in compariſon of thoſe that were loſt, I ſpoke indeed, 


as if but few were ſtill wanting: Nor did che particular 
Extract of Writs, upon which my Obſervation was go- 
et as well as I have 
erved all that were 

| mention'd 


vern d, take notice of many, and 
been ſince able to compare, it 


— 


N 


but that in proceſs | 


them appear'd on the Aas; 


* 


— 
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mention d in the Acts, and not preſerved in the Bock; 


which ſeems to have been the Extracters deſign; ſo 
that if there were ſo many Prorogation-Writs, as you 
ſay, which yet you will hardly be able to prove from 
prorogations of Parliament; the omiſſion of the formal 


Execution, or mention of them, muſt be imputed to 


char want of buſineſs you take notice of, as the occaſi- 
on of neglecting to draw any Acts. | 

| However this be, Iam not greatly concern d, becauſe 

I do not think it affects the main Queſtion between us. 

There are, after all, a great many Convocation-Writs 

both for Prorogation, and Summons, preſerved, and 

conſtant reference to thoſe of Summons, with which 


you and I are chiefly concern d, where the Writs them- 


ſelves do not appear: But there is never any ſuch re- 
ference to the Parliament Writ; and therefore we have 
nothing to ſhew for irs having any thing to do there, 
but barely its being there: and there is no appearance 


| : of ſuch a Writ to rhe Archbiſhop bur once, with one 


other to the Guardians of the Spiritualties, upon which 
you make a Remark, much to the advantage, as you 


conceive, of the Premunientes Clauſe, which you wou'd 


have the only reaſon of ſending this Writ; becauſe the 
Guardians are not ſummon'd th Parliament themſelves. 
But with this I am not concern d; however, I think, 
I may venture to fay, That if this was the Old and 
Cuſtomary Parliament-Writ, in the vacancy of the See; 
the continuing to ſend it, proves no more than the 
continuance of the other Writ to the Archbiſnop him- 
ſelf, with the Clauſe in it: tho I muſt obſerve, by 
the way, that I find mention of a Writ (Reg. Dec, 
& Cap. ſede vac. f. 289.) in this Province, requiring the 
Guardians to appear in Parliament themſelves; and 


Archbiſhop Williams Life, p. 2. 5p. 173. ſays, there were 


many Inſtances of it, and that he himſelf might have 
fare in Parliament in that Capacity 25 years before, 
when he was but a Prieſt. But to let this paſs; Had 
_ proved the Execution of. this Writ in this Year, it 
ad been more to your purpoſe : but I have this reaſon 
to think you cannot, that the Extracts out of the Re- 
giſter of the Dean and Chapter, mention the receiving 
only of Letters from the Guardians, for the Convocation 
of Prelates and Clergy, and their Choice of Proctors upon 
them, Whereas there is in thar Regiſter no farther 
back than 1539, a diſtin& Procuratorium for appearing 
in Parliament, to Proctors different from thoſe choſen 
for that Convocation, as Dr. A. alſo obſerves in his 
Addenda. And thus different they always muſt be, while 
the Parliament is ar ſuch diſtance; upon which 
account I think the cleareſt deducing of the Execurion 


of the Præumientes Clauſe, wou'd be from the Province 


of Tork : where if they ceaſed to execute the Præmu- 
munientes Clauſe abour the time of the Reformarion ( and 
Dr. 4.brings no Evidence after the Year abovemention'd) 
the continuinga ſortof Execution of it by a double Capa- 
city in the Procuratorial Forms of this Province much 


longer; will not ſhew that either the Crown inſiſted on 


the Parliamentary Attendance; or that the Clergy paid 
an actual Obedience to that diſtinct Summons ; alf ſo 
clearly, as the dropping the Execution of it ſooner in 
the Province of Tork, ſhews that the thing it ſelf grew 
into diſuſe. 5 


) 
A 


But, to ſupply the want of Procuratorial Powers from 
Tork, Dr. A. gives us in his Addenda, à Writ directed 
to the Guardians of the Spiricualties upon the Arch- 
biſhop's Death in 1640, teſted Dec. 11; fer going on 
with the Convocaticn ſummoned before, as if the Arch- 
bi ſhop had been living: in which Wrir, according to 


the Copy of ir from the Dean and Chaprer's Regiſter, 
there is mention of the beginning of rhe Parliament: 


From hence, he obſerves, That the Convocation, calld 
in one part of the Writ, is jpoken of as a part of the Par- 
liament in the other. ; 

This is indeed an extraordinary Writ; and, I be- 
lieve, whoever ſhall peruſe ir, will be apt to think it 
is not perfectly copied; where he will read, Quod qui 
dem Parliamentum, as referring to ſomething before, 


when neither the Parliament nor Convocation had been 
mention d in the Subſtantive for an Antecedent, but 


only notice taken, that the late Archbiſhop had been 
required to call the Bi ſnops and Clergy of his Province 
together upon the Fourth of November, which was a 
Day after the Parliament mer. 

Bur, as I. can yet hear of no other Preſervation of 
this Writ, to compare this Copy withal; All I ſhall farther 
obſerve, is, that nothing appears upon the Convocation- 


Book of his Province, to have heen done purſuant of the 


firſt Writ for Summons of this ſecond Convecation of 
1640, tho' there was an Election of Proctors for it in 
October, as appears by the Regiſter of the Dean and 


Chapter. But, it is noted in the fame Regiſter, Thar: 


there was no Election upon reading of this Writ upon, 
the Vacaucy, in the Chapter Dec. 22. Which is a fair 
intimarion of what was obſerved upon Archbiſhop War- 
ham's Death, Thar ir ſtill remained an Opinion, or Doubt 


ar leaſt, that the Proctors elected by virtue of the Arch- 


bi ſnopꝰs Mandate, were not to continue of courſe with- 
out more ado, when that Archbiſhop dy d; but tlut 
a new Summons was wanted, which preſerves a more 


proper Authority to the Archbiſhop in ſummoning 


che Convocation than you are willing to allow. How- 
ever, I think, Dr. 4. can never make it reaſonable to 
believe, That this Writ confounded the Parliament and 
Convocation ; when bur a few Monchs before, they were 


made fo diſtin& by the King's means, as I obferv'd in 


my Firſt Lerter, and when he confirm d the Canons of 
that firſt- Convocation, as the Acts of that diſtinct Bo- 
dy, as I obſerved in my Second. 


As little do his Inſtances of Subſidies faid to be grant- 


ed by the Clergy in Parliament, meaning che Clergy 


of Convocation, make a confuſion of theſe two Aſſem- 


blies: For tho he is aware, that People wou'd be rea- 
dy to fay, Theſe Subfidies were ſaid to be granted by 
the Clergy in Parliament, becauſe they were canfirm'd 
and levy'd by Authority of Parliament, yer he does by 
no means take off the force of this Anſwer; which, for 
all he ſays to the contrary, ſeems to be the natura! 
Handle which the Drawer if the Exchequer-Records took 
to expreſs the Accounts in this manner. For, how 


cou'd he take notice of Money given ctherwife than in 


Parliament, when the Levies were by Authority of it? 
Had you brought any Inſtance from =_ good Record, 


that the Benevolence given to Queen Elizabeth by Con- - | 
vocation 2586, and raiſed by Canon, was. faid to be. 
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. 1 — ta What 1 have already mention d in this, a. | el and uſeleſs as you et Foe and ſaverhem ereafter 
. ies 2 in the time of FArchBiſhop Warham. for better Emi ployment: Fer, Icare not how little Wri- 

iI Tthinkitis therefore time to rake my leave of you; ter I am in theſe cr any other Diſpures, rho” T ſhall 


a . 
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3 FED for. tho I might wich more decency reſent the Ireat- never decline detecting a great Impoſiri>n, from how 
ment which other better Writers have found. from yen, great an Autlior Joever it comes, it ic N to my 


5 5 chan chat abundance of Scorn with which you honour Duty, and c mes in my wa | 
„wmp elf: Yet 1 ſhall make no Returns of that Rind. Ido not recend. ro elk Abilicies 3 in 8 Matters © 
— either on my on or their Account; to be ſurc not on with you, ut hope the .goodneſs of my Cauſe may, % 


. 5 oo own, have deſerved: the Uſage I have met far make up the Diſpr portion berween vs, as rokeep. 

8 — 5 2 if Thave done you any Injuſtice; aud tſhall chink mie from being thought to go our of my D Pile. Jar. 

EE 1 revenged, 1 1 have ſhewn thar 1 not awart. tllat I have advanced any ching prechri- a 

8 5 15 ou none. This, 1 1 chink. 1 have done; but dus into the degree of a Truth, or thrown, out any 

ns 8 8 1 nige cave the Readerto + Anas . inn "thi ing which I have not confidered, as well as my un- 
8 2 -up the © I Wyoidable Hinderanceswou'd iet me, which b & 
.f... — i (he cor 0 bis Aer good hy Dean. = IF ie jo not. e, 
„ V wr 46 cine gif 
125 . 2 Ptiewith this hahe, . el as ; ar; 20.t1 Archi i 11 18 0 Hands : and if rhere, | "any y hig 10 at 

EE calling. the Clergy of -his-Province , — undoubtedly to \feetinig the mid QI, PEO Tg "A. Je Ts 


I bs 4 22 / in as inofleybve a manner, 8 T baſe | Ka: 
Be 2 28 in virtue of the ane thay of, the other. For the truth of 1 have gonſider d ycurs; I hall not be Weary gt m7 


RES | 8 "os hin vou appcal to che Remains of che Records of borh gang on, tho perhaps the World may. Eut, if du 
5 Provinces. Your Appeal has been examiged by che Mall think fit to make trifling Es ceptions only, to things Br 
xtncis and Books OY and, by che entire AM of . incictemaliy menri, ud, and char with fo mach fearn 


35 „ 2 rhe other. In the Extratts of i this, frem 1329 to 1 562 | d.contempr as VCu have ſnewn in uhis Lettet: : 1 hall 
. -Imclufibe;: there is nd appearance of what y you. fav, cho think my ſelf at liberty to fit fill, as 1 am ſure füch 
Es of two Convacations, und 11 will not provoke me to write. However, 1.xith 


. 5 there are tlie entire 7 g 
large Extracts of the reſt, and the Form of holding all for your On take, as well as for the intereſt BR 2 
N Convocitions: Nor is there any ſuch Entry, as you , Church, That your Expreſſi-ns had Jeſ> Virulency in thein,” 


5 * . = mention from 1852 till you come to 1614. tho; you , and you; Ar uments more of Sincerity, Plainneſs, and | 
. 2 275 * - haye large Extracts of Convocations during that Inter- Strength. * cre they nt otherwiſe p -4nted , they woud 
„ val. From 1614 to 1525 incluftbe, vou produce f fire g0 *arther into the Minds of good Mea a great deal ʒ 
8 Inſtances out by. your Ex tracts, Mhich You and your | and the Church might receive great Advantage from 
. ſay; were rrauſeribed. from che proper Regi-. your Miniſtry i in it: Bur, as your Abilities have been 
. . or you fay nothing: Bur this is employ dz I deubt the Search you may have made and 
1 — aver of Judgmenr- only, nor of Evidence upon fe- occaion'd, will not compenſate for che Breach of the 
1 cords. Erpmr62 5 to Hh time, yau produce no thz-- Order and Peace of che Church, and the Scandal gixen 
doof "Evidence for it; ſo chat a your Sean es Proof, * both. ra the Enemies and Friends of 5 0 by or our un. 
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. . den air withiv che campais of Eleven Years : happy Diviſions, ho ag ts 4 I 
837 N - > And this l 9 Tg the t —— the Aſſertien If Jam not mightily miſtaken, *I Thad Ps 
TE 8 ol a co t Practice for 170.3 and the World may tay you wou'd do whatyoa cou'd to unite them: And, 
3 bu tine N if they can, cha I want. ſomething more w en L tind you make any 5 Advances in chat; Tho 5 
„ t coince my mall Under ing. No; bur y -u do T ſhall as ſincerely and hearcily meet you. For, 1 

de 


EN Sat 8 ou Say; in your Third Leiter, to make ſure, I deſire norhiag inthis World ſs 2 as ro ſee 
S £44 2 go. For. Province alone: Nor o Differences end in a gk an, VS N and . 
„ bold yout to chit. _ Bur, har does the other ae. Bale dernen. r „„ 
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